
Pa-t II 
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR ORIGINAL PROPOSED PLAN 

Members of the public should note that tbe responses in Part II, in particular those that address 
technical and regulatory issues, have been written based on the $nformution avnilable at the time the 
original Proposed Plan was issued. 

I. pit 9 Interim Action Pumosr 

1.1 Comment: Some commenten sought an explanation of the basis for changing Pit 9’s designation in 
the FFAKO as a ‘Track 2” process demonstration to an “interim action’ and asked why the public was not 
informed of the change during the public comment period. These commenters also asked why the interim 
action was following a Track 2 schedule and how this schedule could be implemented and still mret 
rrquinmenu for design, construction. and pilot operation of a TRU waste handling facility. Other 
commentcrs suggested the action should be renamed a ‘technology demonstration” or ‘remediation test’ 
instead of an interim action to avoid misleading the public. 

Response: There has not been a change in the classification of the Pit 9 action from a Track 2 to 
M  interim action. Tbe Pit 9 interim action is also not following a Track 2 schedule. The final FFAICO, 
dated December 9. 1991, identifies the Pit 9 as the Pit 9 Process Demonstration interim action (Table A. I. 
pg. A-4; Table A.2, pg. A-22). The Action Plan also describes the planning process for an interim action 
(Action Plan Section 2.5. pg. 8) and indicates that an mterim action can be initiated any time the data 
provide sufficient justification and the three agency Project Managers agree that early action is appropriate. 
In addition, the FFAKO defines an interim action (consistent with how it is defmul in the NCP) as ‘any 
early action taken in an OU to achieve signiticant risk reduction quickly, or to expedite completion of total 
site cleanup. and which should not be inconsistent with nor preclude the implementation of the final 
nmedy.’ The Agencies determined that an interim action is warranted for Pit 9 based on the Preliminary 
Ris& Evaluarionfor Pir 9, which indicates a potential for migration of hazardous substances to the 
environment and groundwater, as well as to expedite overall cleanup at WAG 7. This determination was 
subjst to a 6Oday public review and comment period during the late summer of 1991. While the selected 
tecbtmlogy for the interim action has not been proven at Pit 9. it is a technology that has been proven on 
similar materials with success. This technology will be employed for the interim action after its feasibility 
has been demonstrated during the POP and LPT phases. The three agencies expect that the results of this 
interim action will be consistent with and support other planned. future remedial actions at WAG 7. 

I.2 Commmf: Some commenten waoted assurance that any uncertainties associated with the risk 
assessment were quantified and asked whether there would be significant differences between the estimated 
riska before and after the proposed alternative action. There will be risks associated with the processing 
and subsequent disposal of materials from Pit 9; is the difference in the risks before and after implementing 
tbe preferred alternative worth the immediate costs of processing? Other commenters asked whether DOE 
was allowing the creation of a health and environmental problem relative to the storage of waste and 
providing no reasonable solution. 

Response: The Preliminary Risk Evaluorionfor Pir 9 indicates the potential for adverse health 
effbc~~ from Pit 9. The Pif 9 Residual Risk ,4,rsessmenr shows cancer risks from the surface pathway 
following implementation of the preferred alternative would be below the target risk range listed in the NCP 
of I additional cancer per ten thousand to I additional cancer per one million for a resident living at the 
edge of “it 9. 

Risks associated with implementing Alternative 4 will he evaluated in a Safety Analysis Report. 
This evaluation will provide the basis for engineering design requirements that must he taken to minimize 
risks to workers. public. and the environment. The Agencies have evaluated the information in the 
Administrative Record and have determined this interim action is worth the cost of implementing the 
preferred altzmrtive. 

This interim action provides a reasonable solution to the problem of how to address TRU wastes 
buried in the SDA. This interim action is being conducted to remove the source of wntnminstion to levels 
that arr: protective of human health and the environment. to expedite th.: overall cleanup at the RWMC, and 
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to educe the risks associated with potential migration of Pit 9 wastes to the Snake River Plain Aquifer. 
The Agencies believe Alternative 4 is P masonable solution to the environmental risks paed hy the 
contaminants in Pit 9. To ensure that the Pit 9 interim action is successtitl in reducing risk to levels that 
an protective of human health and the environment. residual contamination will he reevaluated in the 
baseline risk assessment to be performed as part of the TRU-Contaminated Pits and Trencha OU 7-13 
RIIFS. 

1.3 Commcnr: Concern was expressed whether the remcdiation activities at Pit 9 will be inconsistent 
with or preclude implementation of other WAG 7 remedial actions. such as the vadose zone or the expected 
final remedy at WAG 7. and whether the expected final remedy has been identified. 

Response: By definition. an interim action must not be inconsistent with or preclude 
implementation of a final remedy. Future planned remedial activities at the INEL SDA will be addressed in 
the TRU-Contaminated Pits and Trenches OU 7-13 RI/FS and the Comprehensive WAG 7 OU 7-14 RIIFS. 
Future cleanup activities concerning tinnl remediation at WAG 7 have not yet been planned. However, the 
three agencies expect that the Pit 9 interim action will be consistent with these other planned. future 
WAG 7 remedial actions. 

1.4 Commcnr: Commenten inquired whether an EIS, EA. or RIlFS will be developed for the Pit 9 or 
the WAG 7 cleanup. If none will be prepared, how will the checks and balances (e.g., comments by 
affected govrmmentsiagencies including the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes), normally provided by these 
documents. be furnished? One commenter felt that the schedule for the interim action should allow for 
preparation of an Et.5 However. given that the schedule does not include preparation of an EIS, what 
other process will t-z used to determitx the net benefits from the proposed action’? The commenter also felt 
that a FONSI could tmt be defended without providing more informatioo. 

Rcspo.gse: The FFA/CO is governed by the CERCLA SfaNte and EPA’s NCP regulations. The 
Agtxcwttt itself, as well as the process established by these StaNtory and regulatory requirements, includes 
extensive checks and balances to ensure involvement by EPA, the State, and other potentially affected 
govemmcnts such a the Shosbone-Batmock Tribe. These checks and balances are accomplished during 
interim actions as well as during the detailed RI/FS process. by seeking input from other agencies, 
governments and interested members of the public and by complying with federal and state ARARs. which 
may also involve consultations and coordinations with these other agencies. Pit 9 is included in WAG 7. 
and initial scoping for the Comprehensive WAG 7 OU 7-14 RI/FS is scheduled for FY 1996, with actual 
implementation following in the FY-97 through FY-98 timeframe. Thus, these checks and balances exist at 
this time for the Pit 9 interim action and will be observed again later in the ccmtext of the Comprehensive 
WAG 7 OU 7-14 RIlFS process. Interim actions taken pursuant to the NCP and the FFAKO must 
evtduate and comply with substantive ARARs to the r?.tent practicable within the context of the interim 
action. tecognitig that the RIlFS which follows must also demonstrate compliance with all ARARs (or 
invoke an APARs waiver). 

NEPA contains values which mirror many of the considerations that the NCP process evaluates 
through ARARs. the nine CERCLA evaluation criteria, and other steps in the RIlFS process. DOE has 
issueal a policy which requires integration of NEPA values into the CERCLA decision process where 
practicable. particularly with regard to socioeconomic, ecological. and cumulative impact considerations. In 
many cases. this results in additional discussions being included in Proposed Plans, RI/FS reports, and 
RODS. In other cases. supplemental information addressing NEPA valuti may be prepared. This approach 
is needed to achieve the CERCLA mandate for expeditious and prompt cleanups and to allow tlexibility in 
formulating the response to be taken at different operable units. DOE also provides these documents to the 
appropriate State. EP.A. and Shoshonr-i%umock representatives that are responsible for NEPA reviews at 
their respective Agencies. The public ccmment required by CERCLA and the NCP is considered to be 
equal to that which XEPA would othenvisz provide. and DOE factors all comments received during public 
commat periods into its evaluation of the proposed action. Thcsc comments are included in the 
responsiveness summaties that an: prepared jointly with EPA and the State. 

Pursuant to DOE’s NEPAXERCLA integration policy. an EA level of NEPA review was applied to 
the Pit 9 interim action. Based on that review. DOE concluded that an EIS was not necessary for the Pit 9 
interim action. and a FONSI was prepared and issued. 
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1.5 Commcnf: Several commenters expressed the opinion that corrective action at Pit 9 should be 
delayed to allo\lj’for further research and technology development. A delay would provide a final solution 
to the problems at Pit 9 instead of just an interim solution. Further, a delay would allow for more time to 
obtain additional characterization data that would result in a more accurate RVFS. These commenters also 
observed that there is no imminent or substantial danger to public health or the environment from continued 
storage of the buried waste in Pit 9 for another IO years. 

Response: The NCP balances the need for prompt, early actions to implement protective measures 
against the need for a detailed, definitive site risk characterization and analysis of alternative remedial 
approaches for addressing these risks (in an RUFS), in order to assure that CERCLA sites are addressed in 
an expeditious manner as mandated by Congress. This is now incorporated in the “bias for action” 
approach retlected in the revised NCP (55 FR 8704. March 8. 1990). Early actions should be initiated 
where approptiate and sites should he remediated in phases using operable units to eliminate, reduce, or 
control hazards posed by a site or to expedite the completion of total site cleanup. Interim actions often 
involve only a few alternatives. or perhaps only one. and a completed baseline risk assessment is generally 
oat available or necessary. However, qualitative risk information is organized to demonstrate the action is 
needed to stabilize the site, prevent further degradation, or achieve significant risk reduction quickly and 
thus ultimately support and expedite the eventual total site cleanup. The interim action remedy at Pit 9 was 
designed with these goals in mind and will help stabilize the site and prevent further degradation. Thus, it 
will assist the Agencies with the eventual Comprehensive WAG 7 OU 7-14 RUFS and remedy selection 
process. lnfornwion obtained during the Pit 9 interim action will be used to further actions at other OUs 
within WAG 7 as well as support the accuracy of the Comprehensive WAG 7 OU 7-14 RIIFS. Th+ 
Agencies have determined that sufficient information exists to justify an interim action at Pit 9. and that the 
short-term actions will help stabilize the unit and contribute. to overall risk reduction and site cleanup. 

1.6 Commcnf: What is the relationship between the purpose of this interim action and obtaining private 
sector participation in ER&WM programs as stated in the revised specifications for the cleanup project at 
Pit 9? Commenten expressed concern that since proposals for the chemical extraction/physical separation 
alternative have already been solicited by EC%& Idaho, the relevance of the public meeting and the public 
comment period appears questionable. They questioned why the public should believe that their comments 
could influence the Agencie to reevaluate the alternatives. 

Response: The POP and LPT test phases are to be performed within the interim action for Pit 9 to 
prove the reliability, cost effectiveness, and ability to nwt cleanup criteria for the subcontractor processes 
that are part of the preferred alternative. The full scale remediation phase of the interim action is 
contingent on the successful demonstration of these techniques. DOE determined that solicitation of private 
sector participation in the remediation of Pit 9 concurrent with preparation of the ROD would support an 
accelerated cleanup schedule. In addition. the RFP did not specify any particular treatment technology that 
mustbeud. 

In the NCP. EPA exp- irs expectation that principal threats posed by a site should be treated 
wherever practicable and that any treatment ~(1 part of CERCLA remedies should achieve reductions of 
approximately 90 to 99% in the concentration or mobility of individual contaminants of concern. In order 
to achieve these percentage reductions, the treatment technology is expected to involve well-designed and 
well-operated systems and may involve application of a single technology or a combination of technologies. 
In the NCP, EPA encourages treatability testing of innovative technologies and expects that the examination 
of such technologies will be initiated early and carried through to the detailed analysis stage [40 CFR 
5300.430(a)( I)(iii)(E)]. The POP and LPT fulfill these expectations and are designed to demonstrate that 
tbey are technically feasible, implementable. cost effective. and reliable for purposes of the full-scale Pit 9 
remediation. If these treatability tests do not successfully make these demonstrations, the Agencies mx 
issue an Explanation of Signiftcant Differences (ESD). a ROD amendment, or choose to reevaluate Pit 9 for 
cleanup in the TRU-Contaniinated Pits and Trenches OU 7-13 RI/FS. 

The Agencies have reevaluated the alternatives based on public comments and have selected 
Alternative 4 as the remedial alternative for the Pit 9 interim action. The private sector solicitation initiated 
by DOE will support an acceleration of the cleanup schedule. 
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1.7 Comment: A commenter indicated that basic important information needed to evaluate the risks of 
different cleanup plans had been requested at the scoping meetings for the ER&WM PEIS and that it would 
be illegal and dangerous to proceed with Pit 9 cleanup before the ROD for the ER&WM PEIS is issued. 

Response: The Pit 9 interim action may proceed prior to issuance of the ROD for the PEIS or for 
the DOE Headquarters PEIS or for the INEL ER&WM E1S. The Pit 9 interim action is governed by the 
CERCLA process and is subject to enforceable deadlines and milestones, as published by the FFAKO. 
That process includes meeting the substantive requirements of federal and state laws and regulations. DOE 
has adopted a policy for integrating NEPA into the CERCLA decision and documentation process. That 
policy also discusses PElSs and site-specific EISs, such as the INEL ER&WM EIS, and indicates that the 
timing of these documents may not necessarily coincide with each other or with the project-specific 
integrated NEPAXERCLA documents being developed under cleanup agreements. This does not prevent 
the project spsitic actions from going forward. Where possible, the EISs will set the stage and the 
framework for the actual cleanup activities being conducted; however, more detailed information may not 
be available until the project specific integrated NEPAKERCLA documents are actually prepared. NEPA 
itself allows cennin actions to procoed while M  EIS is pending. as long as the action will not adversely 
affect the environment or limit the choice of reasonable alternatives in the pending EIS, and is separately 
justified and covered by its own NEPA documentation (40 CFR $1506.1). Tbis occurs through the 
CERCLA decision process, which provides the criteria to ensure that the environment is not adversely 
affected. The DOE policy ensures that NEPA values are taken into consideration during this process. 
Public comments requesting information at scoping meetings for either of these EISs will be responded to in 
the context of these two NEPA EIS processes to better enable members of the public to evaluate the 
information and discussions that will be published in the fonhcomiog Draft EISs. 

2. Pit 9 Characterizatior\ 

2.1 Cornmen;: Why was Pit 9 selected for this action instead of another waste pit br trench at RWMC? 
Response: Pit 9 was selected for interim action because a more complete set of disposal records 

exists than is othewiw available for other TRU-contaminated pits and trenches located at the SDA (at 
RWMC).  The information contained in those records characterizes the typzs and amounts of contaminants 
of concern essential to supporting a determination of risk. In addition. Pit 9 is representative of the other 
TRU-cootaminated pits and trenches at the RWMC and experience gained during the Pit 9 interim action 
may be applied to these other areas. Pit 9 was also considered to be a preferable location at the RWMC in 
that it is somewhat isolated from the other pits and trenches. 

2.2 Commcnf: How were tbz boundaries of Pit 9 datermined? 
Response: Tbe boundaries of Pit 9 u described in the original Proposed Plan are the actual 

boumiariu of the excavated pit M  marked on the ground by metal stakes. Research concerning these 
bouularies was conducted by reviewing historical records. aerial photos, personnel interviews, and field 
surveys. The boundaries have been verified for accuracy through additional field surveys and use of 
aoninvlsive site characterization technologies (i.e., geophysical techniques). 

2.3 Comment: How accurate are the inventory records concerning the contaminartts that have been 
buried in Pit 9? 

Response: The Pit 9 records are actual documents on shipment and receipt of wastes at Pit 9 for the 
period the pit was opn to receive waste. The records give DOE a relatively high degree of confidence in 
the types and amounts of various contaminants within the pit. 

2.4 Comr~cnf: DOE urgently needs the help of a professional historian to update the INEL archives for 
the pre-1970 period by conducting interviews with current and~retired employees. 

Response: Comment noted. 

2.5 Commcnf: A commenter stated that at one time it was indicated that plutonium was the focus of 
concern at Pit 9. The Administrative Record now states that americium accounts for 92% of the risk. 
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What caused this change in the interpretation and should further significant changes be expected as the site 
is characterized? 

Response: There have been no changes in characterization of Pit 9. The large mass of plutonium in 
the pit is a major concern. Americium is a daughter product of the decay of plutonium. DOE records 
indicate that Pit 9 contains approximately 44 pounds of plutonium and I.5 pounds of americium. Even 
though there is less americium than plutonium. americium contributes 92% of the risk to a site worker, in 
the hypothetical rcanario. as described in the Preliminmy Rid Evduntion jar Pit 9 because it emits gamma 
radiation. Plutonium emits alpha radiation. The Preli~r~innry Risk Evulunrionfor Pit 9 indicates that highcst 
cancer risk is attributable to americium and the accompanying external exposure to gamma radiation. 

3. pit 9 Materials Disnceal 

3.1 Commcnc Where will TRU and high-level radioactive wastes recovered from Pit 9 be sent for tinal 
disposal? 

Rcsponsc: We do not expect to encounter any high-level radioactive waste in Pit 9. The ultimate 
disposal facility for TRU isotopes and high-level radioactive waste (if encountered) collected under this 
interim action will be identified in either the TRW-Contaminated Pits and Trenches OU 7-13 RIlFS or the 
Comprehensive WAG 7 OU 7-14 RI/FS. At the current time, such a facility has not yet been identified. 

3.2 Comment: When will a disposal facility bc ready for wastes removed by Alternatives 4 and S? 
Response: This is an interim action. It will be necessary to identify the ultimate disposal facility for 

collected and store4 Pit 9 concentrated wute residuals in the TRU-Contaminated Pits and Trenches OU 7- 
I3 RJ/FS or the Comprehensive WAG 7 OU 7-14 RI/FS. We anticipate that appropriate disposal facilities 
will be available for this waste at that time. However, at the current time, such a facility or facilities have 
tmt yet bxe identified. 

3.3 Commcnr: What treatment and disposal requirements will be applied to high-level radioactive wastes 
recovered from Pit 9? 

Response: Wr do not expect to encounter high-level radioactive wastes in Pit 9. The ultimate 
disposal facility for TRU isotopes and high level radioactive waste (if encountered) 
collected under this interim action will be identified in either the TRU-Contaminated Pits and Trenches OU 
7-13 RI/FS or the Comprehensive WAG 7 OU 7-14 RIIFS. 

3.4 Comment: The proposal for reburial of plutonium in Pit 9 that has less than IO nCi/g TRU is not 
safe. Due to potential of the long-temt threat of contamination of the aquifer, cleanup should remove all 
cootaminanc~, not just that above IO &i/g TRU. 

Response: Transport modeling was conducted for the < 10 nCi/g TRU residuals that will be left in 
or rehlmed to Pit 9 after rcmediation to evaluate potential contaminant migration to the aquifer. This 
modeling indicates that the Safe Drinking Water Act standard for gross alpha of I5 pCi/L will not be 
exceadul if a 0.6 (2 ft) layer of clean soil with P linear sorption coefficient (kb of at least 500 mL/g is 
added to the bottom of the pit and if the pit is backfilled to grade with clean INEL soil. The transport 
modeling is described in Engineering Design File RWMC-92-005. ‘GWSCREEN Modeling for the Pit 9 
Project - Sensitivity to K,, in the Source and Attenuation Layer.’ and is included in the Administrative 
Record. 

3.5 Comment: ,A commenter requested documentation concerning what regulations. ordss. or 
documents would prevent the reburial of all the radioactive waste from Pit 9 once it is isolnted. The 
cmnment~r requested claritication as to whether the weight of the barrel or cement used in grouting would 
be included in the &termination of the suitability for waste reburial (e.g.. is it low-Izvzl waste). What 
prevents the .crea!we packaging’ of thr waste (e.g.. partially filling a drum with waste until the 10 nCi/g 
TRU standard is approached) to meet the IO nCi/g TRU disposal limit for the RWMC? 

Rcrponsc: Pursuant to RCRA 40 CFR 5268.3, it is illegal to dilute a restricted waste or the residual 
from treatment of a restricted waste as a substitute for adequate treatment to achieve compliance with 
disposal standards under RCRA. llwe will be continuous oversight of the remedial subcontractor. The 
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oversight of the cleanup subcontractor will be performed by DOE, IDHW and EPA in accordance with 
terms of a cleanup work plan that will be reviewed by the agencies prior to the start of the cleanup. 
Oversight will consist of surveillance and audits to ensure that noncontaminated soils and materials are not 
mixed with contaminated waste in order to achieve the 10 nCi/g TRU criteria to return the material to the 
pit. 

3.6 Commcnf: Will any of the Pit 9 waste be eligible for reburial at Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP)‘! 
Response; The Waste Acceptance Criteria for WIPP currently prohibits acceptance for disposal any 

TRU wastes that have been previously buried. Materials collected during the Pit 9 interim action will 
therefore not meet WIPP disposal criteria and would not be accepted for disposal without altering the WIPP 
Waste Acceptance Criteria. 

3.7 Comment: Have agreements been obtained from potential Tmal disposal facilities, local 
communities. and states for the disposal of Pit 9 waste? How are other facilities, local communities, and 
swx being involved in the decision process for the proposed Pit 9 interim action? 

Response: The ftal disposition of concentrated waste materials from the Pit 9 interim action has not 
yet been established. Consequently. no agreements have been obtained from potential final disposal 
facilities, local communities, or states for disposal of Pit 9 waste. Those issues will be addressed under the 
ROD for the TRU-Contaminated Pits and Trenches OU 7-13 RIIFS. The Agencies published notices 
soliciting public comments for the Pit 9 interim action. Any comments received from other communit ies or 
states would also be considerul and included in the Administrative Record. 

3.8 Commcnf: For any federally owned disposal facilities that have been identified to receive Pit 9 
waste. explain how the NEPA documentation for such facilities has addressed disposal of Pit 9 wastes. 

Response: No federally owned disposal facilities have been identified at this time for the ultimate 
disposition of concentrated waste materials from treatment of Pit 9 wastes; therefore, NEPA documentation 
ha3 not yet been prepared. 

3.9 Comment: Under the various alternatives. what materials would be renrmed to Pit 9 and why? 
Before materials containing listed waste residuals are reNtned to the Pit, what are the applicable legal 
teqtirements and/or volume restrictions that must be met? Does replacament of materials into the Pit mean 
that the Pit becomes a RCRA disposal site and is subject to the requirements of 40 CFR $264.300 
[requiring a double liner. engineered cover. and monitoring]? 

Response: At the time the original Proposed Plan was issued. the only alternatives that involved 
reNm of material lo the pit were Alternatives 3 and 4. However, proposed changes to the alternatives were 
published in the revised Pmposed Plan. which resulted in only Alternative 4 involving reNm of material to 
the pit. Under this alternative, the matetials will consist of treated waste residual containing < 10 nCi/g 
TRU. The reason this material is being rehlmed is that it has first been treated to levels that are considered 
by the Agencies to meet legal tquinmettts and he protective for purposes of this limited interim a&m. 
Wastes and/or materials in Pit 9 that contain > IO &i/g TRU concentrations would be treated to reduce the 
volume by approximately 90% before being returned to the pit. In addition, treated waste residuals must be 
sampled to verify that risk-based delisting levels have been achieved and that the residuals do rtot exhibit 
hazardous wwte characteristics. Wvtes that meet delisting levels and characteristic hazardous waste 
standards exit the RCRA hazardous waste management system, and LDRs and RCRA Subtitle C 
requirements are no longer applicable. Because RCRA Subtitle C requirements are no longer applicable. 
these treatment residuals could be managed as solid wastes under RCRA Subtitle D. However, certain 
RCRA closure requirements in JO CFR 264 Subpart N  are considered to be relevant and appropriate with 
respect to the untrented waste materials remaining in the pit. Since Pit 9 will be closed in accordance with 
Ihe relevant and approptiatd requirements of 40 CFR S264.3 IO. thti treated residual being returned to the pit 
(*hat contains 5 10 nCi/g TRW and has met delisting and characteristic hazardous waste standards) would 
also be managed in accordance with these closure standards. This closure will consist of a 0.6 m  (2 ft) 
layer of clan soil with a linear sorption coefticicnt (kJ of at least 500 mL/g lining or equivalent barrier in 
the bottom of the pit. The pit would also be backfilled to surface with clean RWMC soil. 



3. IO Comment One commenter referenced the proposed NCP preamble discussion (53 FR 5 1444) of 
when ‘placement occurs for purposes of triggering RCRA’s LDR. The commenter asked ior an 
explanation of the basis for the IO nCi/g TRU level of treatment in terms of BDAT. Alternatively. this 
commenter asked the Ageocies to explain the technological basis for granting a treatability variance for the 
TRU-contaminated Pit 9 waste. 

Response: The NCP (55 FR 8758-8762. March 8. 1990) contains EPA’S response to public 
cmnments on the applicability. or the relevance and appropriateness, of the LDR standards to a CERCLA 
remedial action. This discussion first notes that before RCRA is applicable, there must be a listed or 
characteristic RCRA hazardous waste and the occurrence of either treatment, storage, or disposal (TSD) 
activity after the effective date of the particular RCRA requirement under consideration. Pit 9 wastes were 
disposed prior to 1980. Waste materials containing < IO nCi/g TRU will not ix removed from the pit: 
thus, no treatment, storage. or disposal activity will occur with respect to these materials. Waste materials 
cootaiaing > IO nCi/g TRU. slang with RCRA listed and characteristic hazardous wastes, will be removed 
from the pit and undergo treatment. This waste material is potentially subject to RCRA Subtitle C and 
LDR requirements. 

To date, EPA hm specified the use of spsitic treatment technologies or numerical standards for 
four subcategories of characteristic wastes: toxicity characteristic leachate procedure (TCLP) pesticides, 
reactive sulfides. reactive cyanides. and ignitable liquid nonwastewater wastes. None of these types of 
characteristic wastes have been identified in the Pit 9 wastes. For all other characteristic wastes, including 
those in Pit 9, demonstrating that the waste is no longer characteristic (i.e., the waste no longer exhibits 
any of the characteristics outlined in 40 CFR Pan 261 Subpart C) complies with LDR requirements. 

The residuals resulting from the treatment process would still bz defined as listed wasle.~ under 
RCRA. However, delisting is an alternative compliance option for meeting LDR requirements. Delisting 
requires a demonstntioo that the wastes Met risk-based levels and no longer present a threat to the public 
or the environment (40 CFR $5260.20. .22). In addition, the wastea would be. treated to mea characteristic 
huprdous waste stm&rds in accordance with 40 CFR 261 Subpart C. Treatment residuals to be managed 
onsite as prt of the Pit 9 interim action that an treated to the delisting levels spccitied in the Pit 9 ROD 
will be delisted. The nsults of the POP and LFT tests will he used to demonstrate the ability of the 
treatment processes to meet these treatment standards. 

Wastes that meet delisting levels and characteristic hazardous waste standards exit the RCRA 
hazardous waste management system, and LDRs and RCRA Subtitle C requirements are no longer 
applicable. Because RCRA Subtitle C requirements are not ARARs. these treatment residuals could be 
managed as solid wastes under RCRA Subtitle D. However, certain RCRA closure requirements in 40 
CFR 264 Subpart N  are considered to be relevant and appropriate with respect to the untreated waste 
materials remainin in the pit. Since Pit 9 will be closed in accordance with the relevant and appropriate 
mquiremeo~ of 40 CFR 5264.310, the treated residual being reNmed to the pit (that contains sZ 10 nCi/g 
TRU and has met delisting and charactmistic lw.ardous waste standards) would also be managed in 
alxxmh”ce with these closure slan&r&. 

At Pit 9. the 10 nCi/g TBU criterion for return of treated waste residual to the pit applies only to 
the radionuclidee (i.e.. americium and plutonium) in the waste stream, not to the hazardous components of 
the waste stream. The IO nCi/g TRU level is designed to parallel the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
requirements cootlined in IO CFR Part 61 concerning the land disposal of radioactive waste. These 
regulations provide that stabilized TRU waste containing ~10 nCi/g TRU may be safely disposed so long 
as instiNtiona~ controls are maintained for 100 years over the final disposal sile. However. the IO nCi/g 
TRU is not a BDAT level, since BDAT only applies under RCRA to hazardous wastes that are also 
restricted from land disposal. 

4. @awal Technical 

4. I Comment: Commenters expressed concern that additional t ime needs to be devoted lo deve1opinq.a 
more realistic Proposed Plan. Commenten noted that the original Proposed Plan suffers from numerous 
deficiencies including a lack of knowledge about the preferred alternative: waste and site characterization: 
er~ected effluent, processing wstcs, end products: thz incomplete and inaccurate summarizations of the 
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vitrification technologies; lack of cleanup criteria besed on risk reduction rather then cleanup efficiency; end 
exeggented. inaccurate. and unrealistic analysis of risks end alternatives. 

Response: As more infornmtion concerning the preferred alternative (e.g.. expected effluent. 
processing wastes. and end products) becomes available, it will be placed in the post-ROD tile for the Pit 9 
Interim Remedial AcIion and/or the’ Administrative Record for the TRW-Contaminated Pits & Trenches OU 
7-13 RI/FS. 

Pit 9 was selected for an interim action because a more complete set of disposal records exists than 
is otherwise available for alternative TRU-Contaminated Pits and Trenches at the RWMC SDA. The 
infomution in those records characterizes the types and amounts of contaminants of concern and is adequate 
to support this interim action. 

For a timare resident living next to Pit 9. the 10 &i/g TRU criterion for materials left or returned 
to the pit is protective of humen health and environment. The Pir 9 Residual Risk Assrssmenr, which is in 
the Administrative Record, evaluated potential residual human health risks from 10 nCi/g TRU residuals 
IeR in the pit after the cleattup. Modeling of radionuclide transport to the Snake River Plain Aquifer 
indicated thet radionuclides from Pit 9 ere not expected to migrate to the aquifer during the evaluated time 
period of l .OW yeen. The preliminary evaluation also indicated the highest risk to human health occurred 
after the IOO-year institutional control period due to plants and burrowing animals providing a mechanism to 
move waste up to the surface. The preliminary evaluation indicated that cancer risks from the surface 
pathway were below the target risk range listed in the NCP of 1 additional cancer per ten thousand to 1 
additional cancer per one million. These risks were calculated for a receptor living at the edge of Pit 9. 
The residual risk assessment assumed the pit would he backfilled with clean soil after remediation. 

The summerization of the vitritiution technologiu meets the requirement for a Proposed Plan. 
Addition& deteiled informedon concerning vitrification technologies has been placed in the information 
repositories to support the original Proposed Plan. 

The Preliminary Risk Evaluation/or Pir 9 used acc~al records to determine the amount of waste 
disposed in Pit 9. The Preliminary Risk Ewluafionfir Pif 9 used very conservative assumptions regarding 
weete distribution throughout Pit 9 and awuned a worker was in direct contact with the waste. As a result, 
the Preliminary Risk Evnlunrion/or Pir 9 overestimated the risk to RWMC worker health posed by Pit 9. 
The wumptions in the Preliminary Risk Evnluorionfor Pir 9 do not reflect actual physical conditions at 
Pit 9 ad wps weighted on the side of safety to ensure that all potential risks were considered. 

A report entitled Evaluarion of Remedial Alreruarivesfor Pir 9 herim Anion is in the 
Administrative Record. This report documents the evaluation of remedial alternatives for this interim 
rtion. 

4.2 Commsnf: Should the requirement for ‘reduction in volume’ be interpreted as “reduction in waste 
volume’? 

Response: Yes. tbat is comet. 

4.3 Comment: what exe the criteria cod prxedurea that will be used M  esteblish that treated Pit 9 
material ten be &listed? 

Response: Delisting applies only to listed wastes, mixhtres containing listed wastes, or residuals 
derived from treatment of a listed waste. For onsite CERCLA remedial response actions. delisting of 
RCRA wastes is accomplished by meeting the substantive requirements of IDAPA 16.01.05004 (40 CFR 
$$260.20. .22). Delisting is a compliance option for meeting LDR requirements (Supefund LDR Guide #l, 
Overview of RCRA Loui Disposal Reswiniotrr, OSWER Pub. 9347.0lFS. July 1989). 

Under RCRA. once sufficient data are collected on the weste end its potential fate and transport. 
models are run to evaluate the dilution end attenuation of constituents at the hypothetical receptor well. The 
calculated concentrations of constituents must at least meet the health-based levels used for delisting 
decisions for the waste to bz delisted. The halth-based levels used for delisting listed in the ROD were 
developed consistent with 40 CFR 99260.20 and .22 snd current EPA delisting guidance. such as Gui~le fo 
Dclirring of RCR4 Waves for Superfund Remedial Responses (OSWER Pub. 9347.3-09FS. September 
1990). 
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4.4 Comment: What kind of contemination control will be used during the cleanup process? Is open air 
retrieval planned and, if so. how will contamination of worken and the surrounding are;l be prevented? 

Response: Engineered containment will be in place for any retrieval efforts at Pit 9. No open air 
retrieval will be conducted. 

4.5 Commcnc If a criterion for cleanup is 90% removal of plutonium and americium from Pit 9, why 
were the in-situ and ox-situ vitrification processes considered? This criterion would appear to eliminate 
those technologies from the beginning. 

Response: The criterion stated in the original Proposed Plan is wastes and/or materials in Pit 9 
containing > IO nCi/g TRU will be treated to reduce the volume by approximately 90% prior to returning 
(the treated materials) to the pit. In-situ and ox-situ vitrification technologies have been evaluated against 
all of the alternatives. based on CERCLA guidance for evaluating alternatives. It is a guideline in the 
preamble to the NCP (55 FR 8721) that reduction in volume of contamin~ts should be between 90 to 99 % 
The criterion of approrimately 90% volume reduction of wastes/materials containing TRU only pertains to 
the technology proposed under Alternative 4, Chemical Extraction and/or Physical Separation. 

4.6 Commcn~: In evaluating the proposed remedial technologies, why not base the detinition of what 
constitutes cleanup on reduction in risk, not a 90% removal efficiency? After all, with only 90% removal, 
the 10% remaining in M untreated fortn in the soil would still be I in 250 risk for plutonium, and 1 in 30 
risk for americium exposure. 

Response: CERCLA establishes a preference for remedial actions which permanently *nd 
significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazwdous substances (CERCLA fj121(b)(l)). The 
NCP has established as a guideline that treatment as pari of CERCLA remedies should generally achieve 
reductions of 90 to 99% in the concetttntions or mobility of individual contatninants of concern, although 
there will be situations where reductions outside the 90 to 99 percent range that achieve helath-based or 
other site-specific remedintion goals (corresponding to greater or lesser concentration reductions) will be 
appropriate (55 fR 8721, March 8. 1990). A 90% or greater removal efticiettcy thus provides the 
definition for the amount of cleanup which will satisfy the stated statutory preference. Cleanup which 
achieves this 90 to 99% reduction will also result in a significant reduction of risk. The Pit 9 Residual Risk 
&.sessment. which is in the Administrative Record, demonstrates that the risk will be reduced to be below 
the target risk range identified in the NCP. 

4.7 Comment: Has the potential benefit of stabilization in place been examined, bath from a national 
level 1s well as a local level? To dispose of this material in another state only transfers the toxicity and 
mobility concerns to the state where it is disposed. 

Response: Stabilization in place was evahutted for this interim action under Alternative 2, In-situ 
Vitrification. The agencies are not involved in a program to analyze stabilization in place on a national 
level; however. as part of the DOE-HQ ER&WM PEPS. various technologies and the need and potential 
locatious for new or modified TSD facilities are being evaluated on a national level. 

4.8 Commcnr: Has consideration been given to the possible presence of hazardous organics or metals 
that may be prewtt in Pit 9 and will excavation of these materials from Pit 9 pose a risk to worker safety? 

Response: The risks associated with implementation of the remedy will be quantified during the 
design stage through the DOE Safety Analysis and Review System (SARS). Under the SARS, analyses are 
perfortned to identify and assess the risk of potential hazards and to identify methods for eliminating or 
controlling the hazards. Hazards associated with aspects of the selected remedy would be reduced through 
the use of engux~ring controls including implementation of health and safety procedures and use of 
appropriate personal protective equipment. The interim action will be initiated only if it can be 
demonstrated the wtion presents no adverse health effects or unacceptable carcinogenic risks to workers or I. 
the public. 

4.9 Commenr: The criteria for evaluation of the alternatives account for only the increased risk 
associated with the interim solution. To conduct a complete evaluation of all of the alternatives. the risk 
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associetal with the excavation of orgpnics or hazudoos materials, interim storage, treatment, transportation, 
and tinal storage should be included. 

Response: The interim action is nor designed to address the risks associated with the longer term 
actions involving final treattnettt. transportation. storage, and/or disposal of concentrated waste residuals 
from Pit 9. The TRU-Contaminated Pits and Trenches OU 7-13 RI/FL? and the Comprehensive WAG 7 OU 
7-14 RUFS will address these issues and make recommendations for final actions. The appropriate level of 
analysis for an interim action as set forth by the NCP and EPA guidance has been applied to the Pit 9 
tnterim action. 

4. IO Comment: A commenter expressed concern that specific details have not been presented as to the 
pmposed course of action to be taken tit Pit 9. 

Response: Pursuant to the original Proposed Plan, the preferred remedial alternative to be employed 
Y Pit 9 will consist of one or more chemical extmction/physical separation technologies. Selection of the 
most effective tectmology(s) will be a function of tbr success demonstrated by the contractor as well as the 
history of their safe use. The Agenciee believe that achievement of Pit 9 nmediation goals CM best be 
accomplished by allowing contractors the opporttmity to choose from among the various caodidate 
mmcdiation tshoologies they know best. 

5. Risk Assessment 

5.1 Comment Commenten stated that the preliminary risk evaluation and the summary of site risks are 
exaggerated. unrealistic and misleading. Issues raised by commenters include the assumption that 
cantamiean~ are uniformly distributed through both the waste and soil overburden is unrealistic. there is no 
imminent risk when contaminants are covered by several feet of soil overburden. the amount of t ime a 
wodcer was ct.s.sumal to be in contact with Pit 9 soil was excessive, the risk assessment does not reflect 
actual levels Present at Pit 9, past risk assasmettts demonstrated acceptable risk, there we no confirmed 
releasea at Pit 9. P baseline risk assessment is not in the public record, there is no justification for the 
predicted excw cancer risk. and the assessmeot does not state how calculatioos were done. Many 
commenten stated that the present risk does not justify performance of an interim action. One commenter 
stated that the baeline risk assessment is not in the Administrative Record. 

Response: The Preliminary Risk Evaluation for Pir 9 is prefaced by an acknowledgment that the 
computation of risk is very conservative attd does nor reflect present conditions at Pit 9. The risk 
evaluation. by coosewatively anticipating possible exposure scenarios. is designed to encompass potential 
fuhtn risks rather than assumiog that present risks will not change. The commenters correctly observe that 
tlte risk evaluation does not reflect present conditions. but P risk assesstnent which conservatively anticipates 
potential risks would necessatily assume conditions more conservative than those presently found onsite. 

There need not be PO imminent risk to justify the performance of an interim action. The NCP 
expmssea P preference for early response action where the action will expedite the completion of total site 
cleanup. The definition of an interim action in the FFAKO (drawn from the NCP) also states that an 
interim action is appropriate where the action expedites completion of total site cleanup. Since the interim 
action at Pit 9 will stabilize the site, prevent further degradation. and achieve risk reduction, the interim 
rtion advancer the goal of expediting total site cleanup and thus is an appropriate response. 

A baseline risk assesstnent. which is required for M  RIIFS. is not in the Administrative Record. A 
remedinl investigation is not a necessary element of an interim action. However, a baseline risk assessment 
will be perfomwl as part of the TRW-Contaminated Pits and Trenches OU 7-13 RIIFS. which will include 
reevaluation of residual contamination from Pit 9 to ensure that the Pit 9 interim action is successful in 
reducing risk to levels protective of human health and the environment. 

5.2 Commcnf: How were the cancer risks given in the original Proposed Plan determined? What do 
they mew to ths average person and to the workers at the RWMC? Shouldn’t the risk assessment also 
include consideration of the use of shielding. protective clothing, and respiratory protection by workers’? 
Has the risk been evaluated for each of the alternatives? 

Response: The industrial scenario assumptions used in the Preliminury Risk Ewlucrrionfor Pit 9 
were very conservative and do not reflect cttrrent conditions at Pit 9 today. There is not an exposure 
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*way between Pit 9 can taminants to workem or members of the public at this time. However, the 
teaIts of cha risk evaluation provide direction for determining the types of protection required for a worker 
at Pit 9. Risk to a work& associnted with each of the alternatives has not been individually evaluated. 

The cancer risks 
4 

isted in Ihe origin4 Proposed Plan involve three types of hypothetical, fuNm site 
worker exposure scmm s: (I) inhalation of contaminated soil. (2) extemal exposure to radiation. and (3) 
ingestion of contaminate4 soil. The risk evahution identified the radionuclides americium and plutonium as 
pasing the greatest potential carcinogenic risk to P future site worker under these scenarios. Because risk 
evaluations of this type are bawd on very conservative assumptions. no credit for risk reduction hits been 
taken for use of shieldin and protective clothing. In this way, the risk assessment can be used to 
determine the level of p 3 tectton necessary for the public. workers. and the environment. 

5.3 Commcnf: Why did the risk assessment assame that all of the airborne particulate matter at RWMC 
originatea at RWMC; isn’t them P possibility that some of this metetinl becomes airborne upwind of 
RWMC? Why not determine the concmtration of particles originating upwind and subtract this quantity 
ftom the dovmwind valid to deter&w the actcul contribution of RWMC to the airborne particulate 
hdiig? If levels am really this high, why isn’t an air permit necessary? 

Response: The L+WJ concentration of airborne Pwticles va considered insignificant compared to 
the contribution of particulate material arising from Pit 9 under the assumptions of the risk evalwtion. This 
assumption errs on the side of conservatism and does not reflect actual conditions at the RWMC. Because 
this interim action will btt carried out entirely on the INEL site in accordaocc with CERCLA Section 121. it 
is exempt from the administrative requirement of obtaining federal, state, or local peti&. However, this 
interim action must satisfy all the substantive federal and state ARAR standards, requirements. criteria. or 
limitations which would have beut included in any Permit. 

5.4 Comment: Wlut am the tdutologic3 that may be used for processing materials removed from 
Pit 9? WItat are ths expected efflwnt. processing wastes, and end products of these processee and what 
risks M  associated with their storage and disposal? 

Raspmu: Two different treatment technologies for materials excavated from Pit 9 are listed as 
aItemative in the otigiail Proposal Plan. Thesa am ex-siN vitrification and chemical extraction and/or 
physical separation. Efflitent resulting fmm the ex-siN vitrification process would be air particulates. 
volatile gases. and thermal melt residues. The pwticulates could contain mdionuclides aodlor products 
tusulting from the incomplete bum (destruction) of organic contaminants in the waste. Control technologies 
such aa eogineered coataiawnt. the we of high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters. and carbon 
absorber beds can be used to capNre floe gas stream pprticula1e.s and volatile materials. The pmcess melt 
~&due would still coot& radionuclides immobil ized in a glassy matrix. The glassy matrix (containing 
ZZ 10 nCi/g TRW) would be nNmed to Pit 9 for disposeI. Potential technologies on&x the chemical 
oxtrstioo and/or pbysiul sepemtion process includs soil washing, wet or dry screening, flotation, gravity 
ccmmntntion, sedimentation. and filtration. The end products of this alternative must achieve 
eppmximetely e 90% reduction in the volume of wastes. Material reNtned to Pit 9 would contain 
5 10 &i/g TRW mdiwuclidu and would meet RCRA &listing and characteristic hazardous waste 
rsquinments. The concentrated tmtment residuals are expected to cootaia either TRW waste or mixed 
waste (TRIJ-coataminated RCRA waste). The concentrated treatment residuals containing > 10 nCi/g TRU 
would be stored onsite until P permanent disposal facility is identified in the TRW-Contaminated Pits and 
Tmubes OU 7-13 RUFS ROD. 

5.5 Commrnc If the stated risk to workers sod the public truly exists. why have RWMC penonnel 
been allowed to work on and about the surface of Pit 9 without protective equipment. and why haven’t 
administrative controls, such as a fence or an asphalt cap. been wed to reduce this risk? 

Rcsponsc: Ongoing imtiNtional controls such as access restrictions and site condition monitoring are 
in effect at Pit 9. The assumptions of the industrial scenario used in the Pit 9 risk evaluation were very 
co&xvative and do not reflect actual conditions at Pit 9 today. There is no exposure pathway of Pit 9 
contaminants to workers or the public at this time. The risk valuation identified a pathway for Pit 9 
wataminants to reach ground surhce and the potential risk associated with those contaminants to a site 
WOlkCV. 
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5.6 Commenr: A cornoxoter requesled documentation substaotiating the statement in the original 
Proposed Plan tbnt ‘Storage of the lPrge qwmtity of packaged waste in Alternative 5 could potentially pose 
P radiological hazard to workers, community. and the environment” and the calculation of risks associated 
with the storage of waste for Altemative 5. 

Response: The ariginal Proposed Plan also noted, in part. that ‘A quantitative evaluation of risks to 
workers associated with implementation of the alternatives was not possible at this time because of the 
conceptual nature of the alternatives.’ Thus; no quantitative calculation of risks associated with storage of 
waste for Alternative 5 is currently available. However. under Alternative 5, all TRU-contaminated 
material would be excavated from the pit, which would require containerization and storage. This 
potentially involves greeter radiological hazards due to increased handling and management of greater 
volumes of TRlJsontaminnted material than would be involved under the other alternatives. 

6. J%e&xtions and Roles of Government Aeeocies 

6.1 Comment: When would the actioos performed under AIteroatives 3. 4, sod 5 cease to be guided by 
CERCLA sod become RCRA Waste Management activities? 

Respona: AI1 of the remedial nctioos at the INEL. a federal facility site listed on the National 
Priorities List (NPL). are beiog uodertaken pursuant to the CERCLA $120 FFAKO sod tbe enforceable 
schedules included in the Action Plao portion of that agreemeot. Those schedules show that it will take 
approximately IO years to achieve RODS at all WAGS at the INEL. Actual remedial actions will tie 
approximately an additional 20 years at the INEL site. The CERCLA and NCP process, which includes 
meeting or attaining the requiremenu of all federal and state ARARs (or qualifying for an ARARs waiver), 
remains io full force md effect for tbe duration of all cleaoup activities, until the INEL is evenntllly 
removed by EPA from the NPL. Tbo.~. actions tmder tbe Pit 9 alternatives would continue to be controlled 
by the CERCLA process. However. through the ARARs process, RCRA or State of Idaho Hazardous 
Waste Maoagcment Act (HWMA) requirements will apply or be considered relevant and appmpriate and 
must be met for any of these alternatives. 

6.2 Commend: Ott what basis, in temu of ARARs md the CERCLA e.vaIuation criteria. will a 
tteatability variance ba granted to LDR waste coostituents of Pit 9? Wby are LDRs only being considered 
u potential ARARs? 

Respon~c: The treatment processes of Alternative 4 are expected to reduce the concentmtions of 
RCRA listed wastes t&w risk-based delisting levels in accordance with 40 CFR 5$260.20, .22 and meet 
characteristic hazardous waste staodards of 40 CFR Part 261. Wastes meeting these standards exit the 
RCRA hazardous waste maoagement system and LDRs sod RCRA Subtitle C requirements are no longer 
applicable. Thus, P treatability variance is not necessary for Pit 9 wastes. If delisting levels cattoot be met, 
the agencies will determioe whetber to issue ao ESD, ROD amendment, or reevaluate Pit 9 as part of the 
TRU-coa laminated Pits sod Trenches OU 7-13 RI/I%. 

Records for Pit 9 indicate RCRA-listed wastes that are also LDR restricted are present at the site, 
&bough they were deposited at Pit 9 prior to 1980 (sod thus prior to the effective date for RCRA). For 
wastes that are expected to undergo treatmeot. LDR requirements are potentially applicable when the Pit 9 
wastes are excavated sod placed into P separate treatment unit. However, delisting is a compliance option 
for meeting LDR requirements (Superfood LDR Guide #I. Overviov o/RCRA Lad Disposal Reminiom 
(OSWER Publication 9347.3-01FS. July 1989). Delisting requires a demonstration that the wastes meet 
risk-based levels and no longer present a threat to the public or the environment. In addition. the wastes 
would be treated to meet characteristic hazardous waste standards in accordance with 40 CFR 261 Subpart 
C. Wastes that meet dalisting levels and characteristic hazardous waste standards exit the RCRA hazardous 
waste management system, and LDRs and RCRA Subtitle C requirements are no longer ARARs. 

6.3 Commmf: Commenters statul that there is no indication from information avnilable in the 
repositories that other govemmntal agencies or authorities besides DOE were involved in reviewing and 
commenting on rhe Pit 9 cleanup original Proposed Plan. the RFP and related documents including 
contractor ryuiremeou for handling. transporting. and disposing of hazardous waste. The DOE and the 
other agencies would be better served to include more of the give-and-take information such as that included 
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in ewimnmealnl permit npplicatioo packets. The comments made by EPA and the St& must be included 
in the public raard; to do othcrwiss prevents public knowledge of any role that parties other than DOE 
have. 

Rapome: This interim action has three project managers-one from the DOE. one from the EPA, 
sod one fmm the State of Idaho. These project managers are responsible for the preparation of the original 
Proposal Plan and this dwument. All parties interested in reviewing and commenting art the original 
Pmposed Plan had the opportunity to do so during the 6O-day public comment period from December 13. 
1991 to February I I. 1992. All comments submitted on the original Proposed Plan are documented in the 
Administrative Record. Review of draft comments by EPA and the State of Idaho is addressed in the 
FFAKO (Pan VIII. pg. 14-21). Formal comments are not required on the part of EPA and the State for 
secondary documents. which include Proposed Plans. Informal meetings with EPA and the State occur 
whem DOE rwpor~ds to oral questions and commer~ts: however. these are not required to be the subject of 
a written response by DOE. ttor are these comments required to be submitted by the regulatory Agencies in 
writing. To the extent that EPA or the State submits any written comments to DOE, these would be 
included in the Administrative Record. 

6.4 Commrnf: What is the Project Manager’s role? It is oat described in any of the documents 
available. 

Response: Section 4.0, ‘Project Management.” in the Action Plan portion of the FFAKO states in 
part. as provided in Part VII of the Agreement. each Party to the Agreement is represented by a Project 
Manager (see Appendix D). The Project Manager shall: 

. Manage INEL remedial activities for their nspsctive Agencies pursuant to the Agreement 
and Acticet Plan 

. ” Serve as primary contacts end coordiitors for their respective Agencies for purposes of 
implemating the Agreement and Action Plan 

. Prioritize work 

. Coordinate activiticr of WAG Managers. who are identified by the Project Managers, as 

n-V 

. Evaluate and approve changes to an OU based on investigation findings, and 

. Prepam monthly pm- reports. 

7. w  lnvolverpopt 

7.1 Commenf: Commenters stated that the public needs to have additional opportunities for input as the 
cleanup of Pit 9 pmg-. Suggested public input opportunities include the test phases (Alternative 4) and 
the design phau of the remedintion plan. 

Respmue: The Agencies intend to keep the public updated on the stars of activities occurring for 
the remzdiation of Pit 9. The results of the two test phares and the design for remediation will be 
documented in the Administrative Record and placed in the information repositories. Fact sheets will also 
be prepared and periodically issued by the Agencies in an effort to keep the public apprised of progress at 
Pit 9. 

7.2 Commcnf: Will the public be involved in the design phase of the remedintion plan? 
Rrsponre: The public will he involved in the design phase of the remediation plan as specified in 

the Community Relations Plan. DOE plans to keep the public informed by publishing fact sheets that will 
detail the remedial design. Additionally. DOE is considering holding public informational meetings. 
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7.3 Commm~: Why an cnmment~ and questions raised by the public during the informal question and 
answer (Q & A) phase of the meeting not specifically addressed by the Apncies in the Responsiveness 
Summary. Government Agencies have an obligation to listen and respond to citizens’ concerns regardless 
in which phase of the public nweting they are raised. It appears that by not responding to the comments 
and quations raised during the informal Q  & A period. important considerations which are raised by the 
citizenry are not specifically addressed by the Agencies. 

R~S~OIISC: The Agencies jointly agreed on the public meeting format for Pit 9 based on input 
received from the public at other public meetings. The Agencies believe that providing an opportunity to 
first informally interact with agency representatives and receive immediate answers to questions helps the 
public formulate their comments to present in the formal comment portion of the meeting. This approach 
accommodates those members of the public who are more reluctant to have every statement they make part 
of the formal comment period. The meeting format was identified in published announcements and the 
public was informed at the beginning of the public meeting that the meeting would be divided into two 
parts-an informal question and answer session. where cnmrnents and questions could be immediately 
responded to by P panel of agency representatives. followed by the formal comment session recorded by a 
court mpocter. The public was requested to provide their formal cnmments on the original Proposed Plan 
either during the formal comment session of the “wing or in writing prior to the close of the public 
comment period. A verbatim transcript of the entire public meeting has been prepared, reviewed by the 
Agencies, and placed in the Administrative Record. In addition, all written comments submitted during the 
public comment period have been reviewed and placed in the Administrative Record. While the questions 
or cnmments raised during the informal session of the public meeting are not included~ in this 
Responsiveness Summary, the Agencies believe that the meeting format represented a reasonable 
accnmmndation to different n&s expressed by the public and provided ample opportunity to communicate 
formal concerns to the Agencies about the original Proposed Plan. This is reflected by the number of 
canments that were received and that are responded to in this Responsiveness Summary. 

7.4 Comment: When the preferred alternative is achually developed, the Proposed Plan should be 
resubmitted for public comment fmm the broad community that INEL has traditionally sought to serve. 

Response: During the review of comments on the Proposed Plan. the Agencies reassessed their 
initial determination that the preferred alternative pmvides the best balance of trade-offs, factored in new 
information and points of view. and mvised the Proposed Plan to add a stabilization compared to the 
Preferred Alternative. Since this constituted a fundamental change from what was presented in the original 
Propose-d Plan. the agencies issued P revised Proposed Plan and conducted a second set of public meetings. 
Meetings were held in five Idaho communities. and a second. 6Oday public comment period was provided 
to allow further input on all apacts of the Proposed Plan. including the preferred alternative. 

7.5 Commcnh Commenters criticized the Agencies’ efforts to obtain public review and acceptance of 
the Pit 9 cleanup plan. The Agencies should consider the degree to which avoiding the inconvenience of 
public participation contributed 10 the problems at Pit 9. In addition, only one public meeting was held on 
the original Proposed Plan for Pit 9. which involves substantially greater cost and complexity than the 
Proposed Plans for other cleanups such u the TRA Warm Waste Pond, which held two rounds of public 
rnec&gs (tint in five Idaho communit ies and then in three Idaho communities). Usually public meetings 
and hearings on INEL issues are held in at least three Idaho communities. Meetings should have been held 
at leprt in Pocatello. Twin Falls. and Boise, in addition to Idaho Falls. As a result. attempts to determine 
public acceptance of the Pit 9 preferred alternative are inadequate. 

Response: The Agencies consider public participation to bt: an important element of the Pit 9 
interim action decision process. As part of the response to comments received during the initial public 
comment period and public meeting conducfed in Idaho Falls for the original Proposed Plan, a revised 
Proposed Plan was prepared and another round of public meetings with a second public comment period 
was provided. The second set of meetin::s was held in five Idaho locations. There is no established rule 
that public meetings must be held in a minimum of three Idaho communities, nor does the complexity or 
potential cost of the response action dictate the number or location of public meetings that will be 
conducted. The goal is to disseminate information as effectively as possible. reaching those most likely tn 
be interested in the action. The public comment perind is available to all interested parties and is widely 
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arununced in media euuouttcWnettt.s across the state. The Agencies follow CERCLA and NCP 
requiremeuts for public involvement. which require the lead agency to provide an opportuoity for a public 
meeting at or near the site at issue [40 CFR g300.43O(t)(3)]. The Agencies also refer to established policy 
aud procedures developed for public participation during remedial response actions (for example, refer to 
EPA’S Community Relarionr in Supefwd: A Handbook. OSWER Dir. 9230.0-3D, Jauuary 1992, and 
DOE’s Public Participation in Ewironmenral Resrorario!t Aniviries. DOE/EH-O221. Nov. 1991). The 
methods used to obtain public involvement on the Pit 9 interim action assisted the Agencies with 
deterreiuing the level of public acceptaxe of the Pit 9 preferred alternative. one of the nine evaluation 
criteria applied to the detailed analysis of alternatives. These methods were effective and are considered to 
lw adequate in meetittg the statutory and regulatory requirements. 

7.6 Comment: The Ageocia’ track record in preparing Responsiveness Summaries shows that they 
sweep public comments into categories that are far too broad, sod agency responses to these comments are 
hr too general. This is coatmty to previous agency commitments to ‘interactive” commuoity involvement. 
The Agencies should eosure io this Rspoosiveness Summary that they respond to public comments fully 
aud in detail. 

Rqwtse: EPA has provided guidauce on preparing responsiveness summaries in a document 
entitled Community Rclarionr in Suprrfund: A Handbook, OSWER Directive 9230.0-3D, Jaouary 1992. 
This guidaoce states that a Responsiveness Summary should be a concise and complete summary of 
significant comments from the public and the agency’s responx to these comments. The Responsiveness 
Summary should include by way of summary categories references to all significant comments but should 
not ba a point-by-point reoitation of each comment. It should be simple, straightforward, and readable. As 
this guidattce suggests, a Respottsivettess Summary should provide complete aoswers which adequately 
address tbe commuuity’s concerns, but it is uot intended to respond to every comment or provide a level of 
detail beyond the itttetest of the Public at large. Every comment received is examined completely and 
carefully, and the comm-enter’s concems are captured iti the summary of comments. Although each 
individual comrrmt may not receive an iudividualized response, much effort is made to ensure the sumroary 
of co-tt accurately reflects the comme.ter’s concerns aud that tbe response properly addressee those 
couoams. This commitment to effective public participation has been au important element in the CERCLA 
process and will cootinue to be a significant clemeot in the CERCLA process. In this Responsiveness 
Summary, an effort has heen made to provide more detail in response to this concern: this effort will 
continue in future respoosivcoees summaries. 

8. m  9 Cleanuo Alternatives 

8.1 Guesti- Alternatives 

0.1. I Contmcnr: How wete the remedial evnluatiott criteria quantified, particularly with regards to cost, 
attd what method was used to evaluate the altematives? 

Response: The rertxdinl evaluatioa criteria aud methodology are listed io au EPA guidance 
documents entitled Guidance on Preparing Sup&nd Decision Documents: ntc Proposed Plan, l71e 
Record of Decision. Erplamuion of Signi/cnnt Di@hwtce.s, Interim Final. EPA 540/G-89-007, July 1989. 
and Guidance for Conducting Remedial Invesrigario#u and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA. Interim 
Final. EPA 540/G-89-CW October 1988. Technical professionals reviewed the technologies against the 
EPA criteria aud. by applying their best anginzzrinp estimates. derived the alternative raoking presented in 
the Proposed Plan. 

8.1.2 Commcnf: Why are Alternatives 2 aud 3, the in-situ and en-situ vitrification techoolopics. 
considered not so good in long-temt effectiveness as Alternative+%, Chemical Extraction and/or Physical 
Separation. when Altemative 4 will only remove 90% of the contamination? 

Response: Alternative 4 includes waste reduction through physical separation/chemical extraction 
before stabilizing the waste and, thenfore. results in a smaller volume of residuals requiring long-term 
monitoring than under Alternatives 2 or 3 (or 5). In addition, the long-term protectiveness and pemvtoence 
of Alternative 2 is not well defmed at this time due to uncertainties and difficulty in evaluating the 
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effectiveness of ISV in dte heterogeneous wastes found in Pit 9. Alternative 2 would require analysis of the 
treatment residuals in the pit to contirtn complete vitrification of the pit contents and to evaluate long-term 
effectiveness and permanence. While Alternatives 3 and 4 both require additional demonstration testing, 
they would not require the extensive technology development that would be needed to implement Alternative 
2 on the types of waste materipls found in Pit 9. Alternative 4 offers better long-term effectiveness because 
it reduces the volume of hazardous waste by approximately 90%. 

8.1.3 Commenf: Why wss Alternative 2. in-situ vitrification, which has been tested on INEL soils, 
eliminated for not having been proven on Pit 9 materials, when the chemical extraction subcontractor is to 
be selected based upon proven experience with INEL soil rather than Pit 9 materials? 

Response: In-siN vitrification has been tested on simulated westes contained within INEL soils. 
This process has not yet been commercially demonstrated for the types of waste contained within Pit 9. 
The additional -h and development necessary to make this technology useful for the proposed 
application exceeds the enforceable deadline allowed by the FFAICO. The subcontractor for Alternative 4 
must propose a technology already proven to work on TRU wastes and then demonstrate that this process 
will work in the soils present at Pit 9. 

8.1.4 Comment: Comtccnters requested consideration of other alternatives such as surface capping, 
ettcapsulation, cement mixing stabilization of waste, or an alternative calling for a delay in taking any action 
due to lack of an imminent threat to the public. Some commenters felt that a delay would also allow for 
the development of a waste storage repository, or technology and completion of test on Alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4 before making a decision on which alternative to use. if any. 

Response: Comments noted. Other alternatives were considered and dismissed by the Agencies as 
not meeting the needs for the interim action. The Agencies determined the five alternatives evaluated as the 
best alternatives. Surface capping is not a permanent solution and therefore was not considered a viable 
ahemative. Ahernative 1 (No Action) repreeenc~ a delay until the final action is decided for this site. A 
delay to allow the decay of mdionuclides would have to be considered under the final actioo for this site. 

Encapsulation is considered as a part of Alternative 3 (Ex-situ Vitrification). Under this alternative, 
buardous material is vitrified in an electric fwnace or kiln and the organic contaminants are incinerated. 
incineration may be included in one of the proposals for Alternative 4 (Chemical Extraction/Physical 
Sepanttion). However, incineration will not destroy the tadionuclides in the waste. 

8.1.5 Commcnr: Why did only Alternative 4 include the option of on-line characterization and physical 
sepnrron PI part of the remediation alternative. 7 If this can be done with this alternative. it should also he 
able to be done witb ARematives 2 and 3. 

Response: Alternative 2 would not involve exhumation of the waste so characterization and physical 
squation ate not possible. A.itemative 3 would include line charactetization and physical separation to sort 
and sizn items in preparation for vitrification. However, these activities would not allow removal of 
atttaricium and plutonium from the wastes. 

8.1.6 Comment: Were all of the alternatives evaluated in detail by experts on each of the technologies 
before a decision was reached on the preferred aRernatives. 

Response: The remedial alternatives were evaluated by the technical staffs of the respective 
Agencies. The result of this process established the preferred alternative. 

8.1.7 Commmr: Doesn’t the end result of the vitrification technologies provide significantly better 
long-term effectiveness and reduction of toxicity and mobility than P.&mauve J? Vitritication technology 
itself destroys organic contaminants and encapsulates radionuclidez and inorganic matzrials into a glass and 
crystalline form which is similar to basalt or obsidian. both of which exhibit extreme durability and leach 
resistance over geologic time periods. 

Response: Alternative 2 would not reduce the levels of americium or plutonium m the pit. 
Vitritication technologies have not been demonstrated commercially successful on materials similar to those 
located within Pit 9. While long-term durability of vitrified materials is suspected. the process has not been 
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tested and proven durable and leach resistant over geologic time. Alternative 4 provides the best long-term 
effectiveness and permanence since the americium and plutonium would be reduced to 5 10 &i/g. 

8.1.8 Comment: The original Proposed Plan states that Altematives 2 and 3 were partially rejected 
because they would not ‘destroy’ the radioactive contaminants. None of, the altematives will ‘destroy” 
mdiortiva contaminants. 

Response: Comment noted. Alternative 2 ranked lower than Alternative 4 because it: (1) left all of 
the radionuclides in thu pit and (2) had not been proven commercially on materials similar to those located 
in Pit 9. Alternative 4 adds physical sepantionlchemical extraction to the stabilization treatment and, 
therefore. achievs a gnrvter reduction in waste volume and toxicity before stabilization of the reduced 
waste stream. Altemative 4 also results in a smaller volume of treatment residuals. Alternatives 2 and 3 
twluce toxicity, mobility, and volume, but to a lesser degree than Alternative 4. 

8.1.9 Commcnr: The original Proposed Plan should be withdrawn and rewritten objectively. If this is not 
possible. Alternative 3 should be adapted as it is an intemationally accepted form of long-term waste 
treatmet& requires a minimum amount of rrrenrch and development. and is the least wasteful of taxpayers’ 
money. 

Response: Alternative 3 ranked lower than Alternative 4 because it does not remove radionuclides 
from Pit 9 and has not been proven commercially on materials similar to those located in Pit 9. Also. 
Alternative 3 would require 3 to 5 years of research and development effort. Alternative 4 technologies are 
proven and currently available. 

8.1.10 Commcnr: Some commentcts suggested that radioactive particles which may become airborne 
during the Pit 9 nmedhtion effort may not be efficiently filtered by the HEPA filters which will be used. 
One co-ter requested dccumuttation of HEPA filter efficiency for particle sizes of Plutonium and 
Americium for each step of each procedure. 

Rapon~~: HEPA filters am devices used to remove particulatea from air prior to exhausting the air 
to the mvironmcot. Thea filters am 99.97% efficient at removing 0.3~micron panicles from air and are. 
capable of removing pprticla as small as 0.001 microns. The manufacturing processes which produced the 
plutonium contamination in Pit 9 normally produced particles ranging in size from 0.1 to IO micmns, with 
< 2% of the total particles being less than 0.1 micron in size. Since the efficiency of HEPA filters does 
not decline significantly with decreasing particle size, only P very small percentage of particles would pass 
through one filter. The system which will be used on Pit 9 will contain three HEPA filters in series, so the 
total system will remove virtually all airborne particles before they can escape the containment. The 
efficiency of this system will be demonstrated during Pit 9 test phases. HEPA filters are the industry 
standard mod have been wed for many years with P high degrea of integrity and success. 

8. I. 11 Commenr: A commenter noted that the evaluation criteria states that Alternative 5 does not meet the 
reduction in toxicity, mobility. etc., short-term effectiveness, and implementability. Alternative 4 does not 
mDct the - criteri*. 

Response: Through treatment and removal of americium and plutonium. Alternative 4 meets thz 
criteria of reduction of toxicity, mobility. or volume through treatment. It would reduce the volume of 
cootaminated material and reduce the toxicity of treated wastes by removing and concentrating the 
contamiman~ which would then be put into storage for offsite disposal. The short-term effectiveness of 
Alternatives 4 and 5 appear to be about the same. Alternative 5 may be more difficult to implement than 
Alternative 4, because approximately, !O to 20 times more waste would be packaged and stored for offsite 
disposal under Alternative S than Alternative 4. 

8.2 Alternative I - No Action 

8.2. I Commcnf: Commenters supported no action as the preferred or wisest course at this time due to the 
lack of imminent public health threat. 

Response: The .Agencies believe that the infomution available justifies proceeding with an interim 
action at Pit 9 now in order to stabililr the Pit 9 site and expedite overall site cleanup at RWMC. 

II-17 



Information lamed during application of the selected tecbnology(ies) will also support activities at other 
operable umts within WAG 7 as well PI the Comprehensive WAG 7 OU 7-14 RI/F% 

8.2.2 Commcnr: No action is not acceptable but the cleanup alternative that is selected needs to be 
effective and environmentally responsible rether than a quick cleanup. 

Response: The Agencies agree that no action may result in unacceptable levels of risk. It is 
believed that Alternative 4 will provide an effective method of substantially and pemwtently reducing the 
risks associated with Pit 9 and attain stated remediation goals. The Pit 9 remedial action would consist of 
hvo test phases. the POP and LPT. each of which would have to be successfully completed to confirm 
treatment standards can be met end to identify the most cost-effective technique, or combination of 
techniques, that will be used for the interim action. before full-scale remediation of Pit 9 would be initiated. 
These test phases will eesum the Pit 9 interim action is conducted in P safe and environmentally responsible 
-El. 

a.3 

8.3.1 Commmf: During the research work that has been performed already. is there a record of volatile 
.orgettic compounds moving away from the melt zone in-situ vitriftcatioa? 

Response: The wansport of volatile and semivolatile contaminants away from the molten in-situ 
vitrification melt front is P complex phenomenon involving a large number of mechanisms. One of these 
mechanisms involves the vaporization and movement of volatile and semivolatile contaminants away from 
the melt front. until a soil zone is reached where the temperahlre is sufficient to cause condensation of the 
vapors. Copies of articles tbet address this topic will be placed in the information repositories for public 
w&w. 

8.3.2 Comment: Can’t vitrified material from this process lx more safely removed, packaged, and 
disposal of than materiel in loose form? 

Response: Assuming that Pit 9 materials and conta minants could undergo successtid in-situ 
vitrification. the vitrified material to be removed from the pit, which con~&~ americium and plutonium, 
would hew to be cut into pieces prior to packaging, transportation, and disposal. This operation has not 
been demonstrated and contains the prospect that the operation would present as much or more risk than 
would packaging the material in loose form. 

8.3.3 Comment: Why does the original Proposed Plan state that in-situ vitrification has not been 
dommstratod on waste typa similar to the Pit 9 environment when intermediate scale tests on simulated 
buried wwcm wore conducted in FY-1990 at INEL? 

Response: while the intermediate scale in-situ vitrification test at the INEL did employ simulated 
weetea contained in INEL roils. the test did not include americium and plutonium wr other materials such 
ea metallic item and organ& similar to those in Pit 9. 

8.3.4 Commcnc why wenxt’t the vendors of this technology (in-situ vitrification) allowed tc~ perform 
characterization in order to design their off-gas system to handle the conditions found at Pit 9 and to 
determine the amount of physical separation needed for this technology to work? 

Response: Alternative 2 proposes to vitrify in place without prior treatment, segregation. or 
exbumatioa. By remedinting in place. Alternative 2 eliminates risks associated with excavation. 
classification, and treatment of the wastes in Pit 9. The vendors of this technology were not restricted in 
performing characterization and did not approach DOE with the concept that prior characterization was 
needed for Pit 9. 

8.4 Alternative 3 - Ex-situ Vitrification 
Comments on this alternative have been addressed in other sections of this document. 

8.5 pltemative 4 - Chemical Extrection and/or Phvsical Seoaratiort 
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g.S.l Commcnr: If material is returned to the pit, what is tbe naNre and expected quantities of hazardous 
materials that may remain in this material after tmtment? 

Response: Under this altemative, contamientd material will be excavated from the pit sod treated 
in order IO concenttate the radioactive contaminants into 10% of the material excavated. The remaining 
90% will be mNmed to the pit. The materiel rCNm6d to the pit nwst meet the following requirements: (a) 
it must contain S 10 oCilg TRIJ. (b) it must meet delisting levels specified in the Pit 9 ROD in accordance 
with RCRA substantive requirements (40 CFR $260.20 and $260.22) and EPA guidance [A Guide IO 
Delisting of RCRA Wastes for Supe@md Remedial Responses, (OSWER Pub. 9347.3-09FS. September 
1990)], as well as characteristic hazardous waste standards (40 CFR 261 Subpatt C), and (c) it must comply 
with all other federal aod st+te ARARs identified in the Pit 9 ROD. 

B.S.2 Comment: If either the POP or LPT fails. what is the planaed action? 
Response: If citber the POP or LPT fails, the thnze agency Project Managers will determine 

whether i ssuaeco of ae BSD or ROD amendment is appropriate; nltematively. the agencies cae choose to 
start the selectioo of P otw xwoedial alternative with P revised Proposed PIao sod public comment period or 
they ouy delay Pit 9 cvahttttion until the TRU-Contaminated Pits and Trenches OU 7-13 RIIFS. 

8.5.3 Comment: Several of the commeoters expressed their support of Altemative 4. Conditions of 
support of Alternative 4 were added by some commenten. For example, one commenter requested that the 
waste materials returned to the pit should be reasonably inertliactive and stated that the alternative allows 
the opportunity to reuse. study, compare. and examine the practice of cleanup and reclamation to other sites 
at INEL. Another commeater suggested ex-siN vitrification of the separated materials to further reduce the 
leachability of the waste form. 

Rqwnsc: Co-u noted. 

8.5.4 Commenj:  How can you be sum that M  ultimate disposal facility will be available for use by the 
time it is needed for this alternative? 

Response: It is possible that a disposal facility will not be available when it is noeded. However. 
\yd f&l that this altemative offers the best remediatioo by removing the primary risk driven, americium 
end plutoeium. from Pit 9. Because the proposcd action will be ao interim action, tinal disposal of the 
wastes removed horn Pit 9 can be delayed until P decision is provided by the ROD io the 
TRU-Contaminnted Pits sod Trenches OU 7-13 RI/FS. 

8.5.5 Commcn~: How is this remedial alternative consistent with the final remedial action? 
Respow: Y’Ie me&at reNtned to the pit must meet the followieg requirements: (a) it must 

coat& 4 10 &i/g TRU. (b) it must meet delisting levels specified io tbe Pit 9 ROD in accordance with 
RCRA substantive requirements (40 CFR $260.20 and 8260.22) and EPA guidance [A Guide 10 Delisting of 
RCIU Wawsfor Superfund Remedial Rrrponrrr, (OSWER Pub. 9347.3-09F5, September 1990)], as well 
u clmncteristic hnnrdow waste standarda (40 CFR 261 Subpart C). and (c) it most comply with all other 
f&ml aad MU ARARs ideotified in the Pit 9 ROD. The agencies believe that these requirements make 
this alternative consistent with the line1 action because the listed waste residuals treated to risk-based 
&listing levels and mating characteristic hazardous waste standards (i.e.. shown to bz nonbarardous 
waste). we tbw no longer subject to disposal and closure requirements of RCRA Subtitle C. In addition, 
enough americium and plutonium will have been removed from the waste to lower the risk of cancer to 
below the target risk range identified io thz NCP. 

8.5.6 Comment: What commercial chemical extraction/physical separation processes have been 
&monstntaJ on materials similar to those found in Pit 9? 

Response: Extraction/physical separation prc-xsscs that have been demonstrated on materials similar 
to those found in Pit 9 are chemical extraction with mineral acid, chemical extraction with complcxing 
agents, screening and classititition, gravity concentration, and floatation. 

8.5.7 Commcnr: Which RCRA-listed LDR waste types resulting from this cleanup are required to achieve 
BDAT requirements? Which LDR waste types are not? 
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Response: The LDR wste types that ere enticipated to be encountered in Pit 9 westes are lead, 
tnemury. cod some orgeoic solvents. We&es thet are expected to undergo treatment would be excavated 
and pieced into P separate treatment unit. In addition to meeting the 4 10 oCi/g TRU criterion. these 
wwtes would be treated to risk-based delisting levels in accordance with 40 CFR $5260.20 and .22, end 
chrecteristic hazardous waste stander& in accordance with 40 CFR 261 Subpart C  before being recurned to 
the pit. Wastes that meat delisting levels and characteristic hezxdous waste standards exit the RCRA 
hazardous waste management system end LDRs and RCRA Subtitle C requirements are no longer ARARs. 

8.5.8 Commmr: Wouldn’t Allemetive 4 increase the danger of toxicity by concentrating the americium 
and plutonium sod making these materials vulnerable to onsite transport accidents and airborne dispersion? 

Response: Under Alternative 4. americium end plutonium would be concentrated, stored above 
grouod surface. and monitored according to staodards and procedures similar to those already in use at 
other storage facilities. Federal regulations concerning the transportation of TRU waste require a very high 
level of assumnce that a tmnsport accident would not involve P release of americium and plutonium. 

8.5.9 Commcnr: The Evolution of Alternatives table in the original Pmpoeed Plan listed Alternative 4 as 
supenor for long-term effectiveness perticulnrly with regerds to reductions in toxicity, mobility, or volume. 
Im’t this determination short-sighted in that it only considers the site itself sod not subsequent transport, 
treatment. and disposal of the material in a more concentrated sod hazardous form? 

Response: The comperison inferred by this question is to either leave the cootaminaots in Pit 9 or 
remove them. Long-term effectiveness and permanence of a remedy is evaluated by analyzing the 
rmgnitude of residual risks sod adequacy and reliability of controls. Alternative 4 is the best choice under 
thede criteria u it provides high surety of risk reduction and excellent capabilities for contaioment 
monitoring md control during storage. The risk of trensporting mete&l elsewhere for disposal will be 
mitigated through eagineaiog coatmls to acceptable levels of risk. It should be noted that when one 
coo&en reductions in toxicity, mobility, or volume. the analysis factors must appraise the amount of 
hezmdotu meterinl destroyed or treat& the treatmeot process and remedy: reductioos potentially achievable 
io toxicity. mobility, or volume; the irreversibility of treatment; the type and quantity of treatment reeidual; 
and the StaNtory preference for treatment. Alternative 4 is cooeidered to be the best choice under these 
ClitOli*. 

8.5.10 Commmr: why oat perform cx-sin! vitrification of materials after separation and treatment to 
fiwther reduce the leachability of the waste form? 

Response: Remuiiation of Pit 9 could involve a combination of technologies. Ex-situ vitrification 
may be included as ooe of the process steps of Alternative 4. If it is pert of a pmposal. it will be evaluated 
against the same criteria as the other proposals. The eveloetion rod the selected techoology(iee) for 
mmedietiw era documented in the ROD for Fit 9. 

8.5. I1 Comment: Alternative 4 has the beat potential for nduciag the amount of tadioactive waste for 
loog-term storage. If plutonium and americium cao be recovered and concentrated by calcination and 
conceotntion. thee the remaiodcr of the hazardous wastes from Pit 9 can be more economically haodled by 
in-siN vitrification. 

Response: The pit must be excavated end the materials treated in order to remove americium and 
plwmium. Curreot RCRA regulations require that treatment r&duals cenoot be returned to the pit unless 
these materials meet RCRA delisting criteria in established in accordance with 40 CFR $5260.20 end .22 
end characteristic hazardous waste standards of 40 CFR Part 26 I. Once this material meets the RCRA 
requirements. the waste is considered nonhazardous and in-SiN vitrification is unnecessary. 

85.12 Commcnf: A commenter requested claritication of the percentage and volume of waste that may be 
mNrtted to Pit 9 if Alternative 4 is selected. The commenter requested recalculation of the risks associated 
with the nburiel rate baud on this clarification. 

Response: Approximetely 90% of the tote1 material excavated from the pit will be returned to the 
pit under Alternative 4. The comment concerning celculation of the risks wocieted with placing Weslcs 
containing IO nCi/g TRU beck into the pit is noted. 
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8.6 Mve 5 - Comolete Removal. Sbxane. and OffSite Disoosa\ 

8.6. I Commenf: Long-term storage attd offsite disposal cost estimates for Alternative 5 are inflated since 
meat of the noo-TRW weste should be rehtmed safely to Pit 9. 

Response: The non-TRU hazardous wastes are legally prohibited from being returned to the pit 
unless the wa.ste first meets RCRA delisting criteria and characteristic hazardous waste staodards. 
Alternative 5 is specific in that it is a complete removal of all wastes from the pit, sod nothing will go back 
into the pit. Implementation of Alternative 5 would still require treatment of collected materials lo attain 
RCRA treatment swdards and/or delisting criteria prior to disposal at soy other location. 

8.6.2 Commcnf: Alternative 5 was supported by commenters as an effective means to resolve the 
contamination problem at Pit 9 forever. 

Response: Cotnoxmt noted. 

9. Funding. Budaet. and khedulinn of Pit 9 Cleatwe 

9.1 Commcnr: Comrneaters requested that the public should be provided information on the 
methodology used to determine cost estimates for the alternatives. Particular interest was expressed in the 
cost estimated for excavation. long-term storage, disposal of wutes. sod the need for a cost-benefit analysis 
of alternatives. 

Rrrponsc: The methodology used to establish cost estimates of alternatives will be placed in the 
information repositories and in the Administrative Record. 

9.2 CornmeN: Why would excavation for Alternative 4 cost less than excavation for Alternative 5? 
Respome: Under Alternative 5. the whole pit will be excavated. Under Alternative 4, the pit 

would be characterized and selectively mined to retoave only those materials contaminated with elevated 
levels of americium and plutonium. It is assumed that there are substantial areas of the pit that are not 
W O W  with plutonium or americium and would not need exhumation under Alternative 4. 

9.3 Commcnr: Is there any possibility that limdiig for Pit 9 cleanup activities will be delayed? 
Response: DOE has stated that funds are available for this project. However, as with all 

governmcot m~nics, these h&e are subject to coagressional appropriations and oversight. This fact may 
poteotially influence the availability of firwcinl support for the Pit 9 project. 

9.4 Comment: Has a cost benefit analysis been performed for each of the alternatives? 
Response: A detailed cost beoefit analysis is cot required under CERCLA and was not performed 

for the &ernatives. However, the costs associated with each alternative were evaluated using CERCLA 
requimtoettta and EPA 8uidance. 

9.5 Commer; Is information oo the coet estimatea and cost benefit analysis available to the public? 
Response: Cost e&mate information for the alternatives will be placed in the ioformation 

nparitories. A cost benefit analysis was not conducted eta the alternatives. 

9.6 Comment: Is fundiog available for the use of computer automation or robots in any of the 
alternatives or will cleanup be delayed until it CM be done remotely? 

Response: DOE is funding a robotics demoostntion program. This group does not directly support 
the Pit 9 cleanup. The use of robotics technology in the Pit 9 interim action depends upon the remedial 
design submitted by the subcootractor. DOE doea not plao to delay the cleanup of Pit 9 until it can be done 
by robotics 

9.7 Commcnr: How can the fiaal costs of the cleanup be determined now when the linal determination 
of the preferred alternative’s technology has not been made? 
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Response: ‘Ibe final casts of tbe cleanup cannot be definitively established at this time. The costs 
are detailed in the original Pmposed Plao and rep-t best engineering estimates based oo conceptual 
design. 

9.8 Commcnf: Are cost estimates provided for a ‘gnve-to grave’ solution for only contaminants of 
concern or do they include other wastes as well? 

Response: The cost estimates provided in the original Proposed Plan are for a “grave-to-grave” 
solution only for the contaminants of concern. 

9.9 Commcnc The use of three to six significant figwee for the cost estimates provides the false 
impre&on of greater knowledge of cost assumptions than actually exists. A raoge of costs should be 
provided for each rltemative to provide tbe public with a meaoiogful cost comparison and ao objective 
ranking. 

Respowe: Cornuoeat noted. Cost estimates for Pit 9 will be refined as additional infonnntion 
bsomm wailable. 

9.10 Commcnf: Costs associated with cleanup should be the driving factor of selection of a cleanup 
alternative since the risks are either nonexistent or negligible. 

Response: Cost is one of the criteria used to evaluate the appropriateness of remedial action 
Iltematives. The Agencies feel that sufficient risk has been demonstrated to warrant an interim action. 

IO. 1 Comncnf: Are there any requiremettts for the Pit 9 cordractor to hire local people to do the work 
instead of bringiog people from out of state. thereby causing P IOU of ecooomic support to the local 
sommuaitia? How cart people horn out of state, who are not familiar with conditions at INEL, beve the 
tscwmy skills and koowledge to do this wotk? 

Response: Then am oo requirements for the contractor awarded the Pit 9 work to hire local people. 
It is tbe contractor’s business prerogative to decide whether workers employed by their company will be 
squired locally or from out of state sources. The subcontractor will be respoosible to provide employees 
qualified to do the work. 

10.2 Comment: Is P standard nfereoce documeat wailable for termioology. definitions. and acronyms 
wed by DOE and INEL? 

Response: A list of INEL Acronyms has been published by EG&G Idaho. Tbis document will be 
plrcd in the informsCion repositories. A stnndard reference document of definitions and terminology used 
by DOE end INEL does ttot exist. 

10.3 Commcnf: A wmmeoter questioned bow energy cooservation is being addressed in the cleanup 
technology designs sod if solar tshnology is beiig considered for incineration? 

Response: Energy ccmservatiott is partially addressed through the cost effectiveness of the remedial 
eltemative. Energy cooservatioo is expnssly coosidered in the remedial design phase. Solar technology 
would be coosidered if wetractors included that technology in their proposal for Alternative 4. 

10.4 Comment: Are then any docutneots available to the public which sutntoari~ test information on 
technology demonstrations performed on Pit 9 materials? 

Response: No technology demonstrations have been performed on material from Pit 9. 

10.5 Comment: Several c&meotet’s requested an extension of the time limit for public commmt oo the 
original Proposed Plan. 

Response: The public comment period was extended aootber 30 days in response to these requests. 

10.6 Comment: Some comments noted that the Proposed Plan failed to identify tbe performance of a 
Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) under 43 CFR Part I I, or how MNIXI resource damages 

II-22 



bed been resolved. These comments asked for (a) an explaoatioa of how the proposed remedy for Pit 9 
wea coosisteot wtb any NRDA performed for the RWMC or Pit 9; (b) tbe identity of the WINA resource 
trustees for INEL aod WAG 7; aed (c) where. when. and from whom the public could obtain information 
about naNrd rcsounx damage -MN repot-I.% 

Response: DOE has a dual role with respect to tbe cleaoup actions takiog place at the INEL. 
Under the NCP. DOE is the lead agency for conducting the achtal cleanup; under NRDA regulations, DOE 
is tbe primary Federal Trustee at tbe INEL and is responsible for notifying potential trustees of the cleanup 
actions at INEL. The State of Idaho also plays a dual role for the cleanup actions takiog place at the INEL. 
and specifically at WAG 7 which includes Pit 9. Under the FFAICO, the State is the lead regulatory 
agency for overseeing cleaoup at Pit 9 and all of WAG 7; under the NRDA regulations, the State is a 
trustee responsible for protection of state resources at the INEL sod would be involved in conducting an 
NRDA. DOE has already contacted various agencies witb respect to potential co-trustee NRDA 
respoosibilities at the INEL. These agencies include the Regional Envimnmental Officer for the U.S. Dept. 
of Interior. the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, The National Park Service, U.S. Bureau of Land 
Meoagemeot. USGS. the Bureau of Indiao Affairs, tbe State of Idaho. and the Shoshooe-Bannock Indian 
Tribs. Iotemctioos betweeo DOE and other trustees will be documented in the Administrative Record. 

The NRDA regulations provide for P prcasess meet screen to detemtioe whether a more detailed 
NRDA is ttecessaty (43 CFR $11.25). These regulatioos also allow, and DOE has issued guidance 
encouraging tbe use of. the CERCLA esologicnl risk assessment process in combination with the 
prassessment screw of the NRDA regulations to avoid duplication of effort (DOE/EH-O192, June 1991). 
If oatural resource trustees determine, based on the preassessment screen, that a more detailed NRDA is 
appropriate, tbey would then initiate preparation of an assessment plan and make an injury determination 
before any actual damages (i.e..,dollar value) are calculated. Much of the information developed during the 
TRU-Contaminated Pits end Tmncbes OU 7-13 RIlFS or the Comprehensive WAG 7 OU 7-14 RIlFS may 
be used by the tastea to satisfy this assasment. At tbe cooclusioo of the assessment. tbe trustees will 
ptepue an -mea report which describes the prasess ment screen and all commeots and responses that 
am made. This report would be made available to tbe public. 

The Pit 9 interim action original and revised Proposed Plaos included consideration of qualitative 
ecological risks. A more detailed NRDA for Pit 9 has not yet beeo conducted. However, part of the 
State’s lrspoosibilitia uoder its dual role at Pit 9 nod tbe rest of WAG 7 is to resolve actions in favor of 
both cleanup as well as protection of oatural resources. The CERCLA process can be useful in developing 
the iofotmation neceway to support the preassess mew screen requirements, which could be shared with the 
various ttustea This would occur when the baseline risk assesmtent for the TRU-Contaminated Pits and 
Trenches OU 7-13 RIlFS and/or the Comprehensive WAG 7 OU 7-14 RIlFS is prepared [40 CFR 
9300.430(b)(7). (d)-(e); see also, 40 CFR Subpalt G. $3C0.6C0415]. This baseline risk assessment includes 
the ecological assessment and is equivalent to tbe prewsess meat screen. It is at this stage that trustees will 
be in a better position to evaluate whether there are ‘residual damages’ that uwrant a more detailed 
damage eeeeesment. The Pit 9 interim action das not p-t incoosistency problems with the eventi 
pwasseatrtent screeu or NRDA. because part of tbo pu’pasc of the NRDA process is to evaluate tbe extent 
to which residual damegee to nnNrd resourcea have not been cured by the actions already taken. 
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